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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24, 51-73, 100-1 17, 136 and 138 are presented for examination. Claims 25-50, 
74-99, 118-135, 137 and 139 are cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 3/1 1/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Therefore, rejection of claims 1-24, 51-73, 100-117, 136 and 138 is maintained. 

3. Applicant argues 1), the cited reference Tuatini, "Shared service functionality 
invocation", U.S. Publication 2002/0032783, March 14, 2002 (Hereinafter Tuatini) do not 
disclose, teach, or suggest amended limitations, the proxy service appears to the first entity as the 
second entity. The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. The 
limitations, "the proxy service appears to the first entity as the second entity", has been nev^ly 
added, which is addressed by the new ground(s) of rejection (please refer to the below rejections 
of this office action). Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Applicant argues 2), "neither Tuatini nor Beck, 6,604,127 disclose, teach, or suggest 
limitations, constructing on the first entity a client method gate, sending to the first entity a 
schema defining one or more messages, client method gate generating a data representation 
language messages including information representing the method call". The examiner 
respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. In response to applicant's arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
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F.2d413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). The scope of the claimed subject matter modified by the amended limitations, 
hence the limitations are addressed by the new ground(s) of rejection (please refer to the below 
rejections of this office action). Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Applicant argues 3), "This rejection is improper because the Examiner has not shown that 
Tuatini qualifies as a prior art reference", "Since it is common practice for a later filed utility 
application to include more or different subject matter than its earlier provisional applications, it 
is unclear whether the material in Tuatini relied upon by the Examiner was actually present in 
Tuatini 's provisional applications". The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to 
applicant's arguments. The provisional applications, i.e., 60/173,666 and 60/173,712, available 
using IFW / ED AN, not only shows that the subject matter on which the is relied upon to reject 
the claims is present in the Tuatini 's provisional applications, but also shows at least one claim 
of the published utility application is supported in the provisional application, e.g., pages 4, 16, 
78, 1 12, 236, 324 and 428. Hence, Tuatini is qualified as a prior art reference. Therefore the 
rejection in maintained. 

Applicant argues 4), "neither Tuatini nor Beck, 6,604,127 disclose, teach, or suggest 
limitations, generating a result advertisement, sending the result advertisement to the client 
method gate, generating a results method gate from the results advertisement". The examiner 
respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. In response to applicant's arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
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(Fed. Cir. 1986). The scope of the claimed subject matter modified by the amended limitations, 
hence the limitations are addressed by the new ground(s) of rejection (please refer to the below 
rejections of this office action). Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Applicant argues (5), "cited references, i.e., Tuatini, AAPA (applicant's admitted prior 
art) do not contain a suggestion, or motivation to modify or to combine with each other. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's arguments. In response to the 
references containing a suggestion, or motivation to modify or to combine with each other, the 
test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily 
incorporated into the structure of a primary reference. It is also not that the claimed invention 
must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the 
combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinally skill in the art. 
In re Keller, 642 F.2d 414, 425, 208 USPQ 871, 881 (CCPA 1981); In re Young, 927 F.2d 588, 
591, 18 USPQ2d 1089, 1091 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Tuatini dicloses a method for bridging a first 
computing environment based upon a message passing model to a second computing 
environment (e.g., heterogeneous distributed environment, figure 1, col., 14, paragraph 122 - 
col., 15, paragraph 140). AAPA discloses the well-known concept of using Jini environment 
(e.g., Jini environment, pages 2-6 of the specification). The Jini environment would provide 
access to the Jini services. The Jini services would provide information to the client over the 
network. The client would utilize the provided information. Therefore, the rejection is 
maintained. 
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Priority 

4. Applicant's claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) has been acknowledged, 
however, the claimed limitations, for example, use of message passing model, second device 
using message passing model different than the first environment, proxy service generating a 
results advertisement, publishing the advertisement, generation of results method gate from the 
results advertisement, results advertisement sent to the client method gate, etc., are not disclosed 
in the provisional applications; hence, applicant does not benefit the effective date as the 
provisional priority dates. Applicant asserted that all these limitations are disclosed in each 
provisional application, i.e., 60/202,975, 60/208,011, 60/209,430, 60/209140 and 60/209525, at 
pages 15 - 18, 20 - 26, 28 - 30, 32, 34 - 39 and 43 of 60/202,975; however examiner could not 
find the support for the limitations as claimed. For example, "environments that use different 
protocols", of 60/202,975 have a different scope compared to the claimed limitations, "different 
message passing models". The newly added limitations, "the proxy service a ppears to the first 
entity as the second entity", is also not in the provisional application 60/202,975. 



Information Disclosure Statement 
5. Considering the request of the applicant, an attempt was made to locate the copies of the 
listed references of the IDS submitted on 7/6/2004, however the listed references are not 
available in the application of record . Also, the recently new submitted IDS 4/29/2005 does not 
include the cited references. Hence, applicant is requested to submit all the cited references for 
consideration to speed up the prosecution of this case. 
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Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1 994, a registered attomey or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1-24, 51-73, 100-117, 136 and 138 are rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-45 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,868,447. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the patent teaches the limitations as disclosed such that the 
interpretation of a first entity accessing a second entity through messages in a data representation 
language is equivalent to a first client sending a first message to a first service and the first 
service generating a set of results in response to the first message, wherein the set of results are 
expressed in a data representation language and using a space, advertisement, XML, and URI. 
The limitations of dependent claims 2-24, 52-73, 101-1 17, are similar to claims 2-45 of the 
Patent No. 6,868,447. The claimed subject matter of the Patent No. 6,868,447 does not mention 
about bridging, usage of proxy service and client method gate. However, the concept of 
bridging, usage of proxy service and client method gate is well known in the art, for example, 
Tuatini discloses the well-known use of bridging and proxy service (e.g., col., 14, paragraph 122 
- col., 15, paragraph 132). Machin discloses the well-known concept of using client method gate 
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(e.g., usage of client proxy component, col., 12, paragraphs 136 - 138). The bridging and proxy 
service would help two entities from different computing environment to communicate with each 
other. The client gate would enhance communication support at the client entity. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 6 mentions, "recited in 3", which should be "recited in claim 3". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language, 

8. Previously presented claim 138 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Tuatini. 

9. As per claim 138, Tuatini discloses a method (e.g., col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, 
paragraph 132) for bridging a first computing envirorunent based upon a message passing model 
to a second computing environment (e.g., usage of heterogeneous distributed environment, 
figures 1 and 41), comprising: 
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a first entity (e.g., figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 132) in the first 
computing environment accessing a proxy service (e.g., figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 
15, paragraph 132) through messages in a data representation language (e.g., usage of XML, 
figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 124 - col., 15, paragraph 130); 

the proxy service providing to the first entity an interface to a second entity in the second 
computing environment (e.g.. Messaging component providing first device to communicate with 
CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, coL, 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 130); 
v^herein said providing an interface comprises sending to the first entity a schema defining one 
or more messages in the data representation language for accessing the second entity figure 41, 
col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 130, paragraphs 166 and 168),and 

the first entity accessing the second entity in the second computing environment through 
the interface provided by the proxy service (e!g., figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - coL, 15, 
paragraph 130, paragraphs 163 - 165). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 1-5, 19-21,23,24,51-55,68-70,72,73, 100-103, 113, 114, 116 and 117 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuatini in view of Mead et. al. 



6,061,728 (Hereafter Mead). 
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12. As per claims 1, 51 and 100, Tuatini discloses a method (e.g., col., 14, paragraph 122 - 
col., 15, paragraph 132) for bridging a first computing environment based upon a message 
passing model to a second computing environment (e.g., usage of heterogeneous distributed 
environment, figure 1), a distributed computing system (e.g., heterogeneous distributed 
environment, figure 1), a carrier medium comprising program instructions (e.g., col., 14, 
paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 132), wherein the program instructions are computer- 
executable to implement: 

a first entity (e.g., figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 132) in the first 
computing environment accessing a proxy service (e.g., figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col, 
15, paragraph 132) through messages in a data representation language (e.g., usage of XML, 
figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 124 - col., 15, paragraph 130); 

the proxy service providing to the first entity an interface to a second entity in the second 
computing environment (e.g., Messaging component providing first device to communicate with 
CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - coL, 15, paragraph 130); and 

the first entity accessing the second entity in the second computing environment through 
the interface provided by the proxy service (e.g., first device communicating CORBA server or 
Web server through Messaging component, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, 
paragraph 130) 

a first device in a first computing environment, based upon a message passing model 
(e.g., first device using XML mechanism, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 
130), 
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a second device in a second computing environment not based upon the message passing 
model of the first envirormient (e.g., CORBA server or Web server using other than XML 
mechanism, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, paragraph 130), 

use of space (e.g., usage of storage, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 14, paragraph 130). 

However, Tuatini does not specifically mention about the proxy service appears to the 
first entity as the second entity. 

Mead discloses the well-known concept of using the proxy service that appears to the 
first entity as the second entity (e.g., transparent bridging between two entities in a transparent 
bridged network, col., 3, line 1 - col., 4, line 24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini with the teachings of Mead in order to facilitate 
the proxy service that appears to the first entity as the second entity because the proxy service 
would help enhance reliable communication between two entities. The reliable commxmication 
would provide enhanced message handling between the two entities. 

13. As per claims 2, 52, 101, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

the interface provides a data representation language messaging channel between the 
proxy service and the first entity in the first computing environment (e.g., XML messaging 
mechanism between first device and the messaging component, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 
122 - coL, 20, paragraph 160), and wherein the interface further provides a communications 
channel between the proxy service and the second entity in the second computing environment 
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(e.g., Messaging component providing messaging mechanism between CORBA server or Web 
server and the messaging component, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 
160). 

14. As per claims 3, 53, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. 
Tuatini also discloses the following: 

the first entity is a client in the first computing environment (e.g., client, figure 41, col., 

14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 160), wherein the second entity is a service accessible 
through the second computing environment (e.g.. Messaging component providing client 
computer to communicate with services of CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, coL, 14, 
paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 160), and wherein the interface provided by the proxy 
service enables the first entity to access resources provided by the second entity to clients in the 
second environment (e.g.. Messaging component providing client computer to communicate with 
services of CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 
160). 

15. As per claims 4, 54, 102, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

the proxy service providing to the first entity the interface to the second entity in the 
second computing environment comprises locating the second entity among a plurality of 
services accessible through the second computing environment (e.g.. Messaging component 
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providing client computer to communicate with a particular service from several services of 
CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 160). 

16. As per claims 5, 55, 103, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

determining that the second entity includes information identifying the entity as a service 
accessible by entities in the first environment through proxy service interfaces to the second 
computing environment (e.g., Messaging component providing client computer to communicate 
with a particular service from several services of CORBA server or Web server, figure 41, col., 
14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 160). 

17. As per claims 19, 68, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

wherein the second environment is a message-based environment using a different 
language for messages than the data representation language used for messages in the first 
environment (e.g., CORBA server or Web server using message based languages other than 
XML, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 122 - col., 20, paragraph 160). 

18. As per claims 20, 69, 113, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 
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the second environment is a non-message based environment (e.g., CORBA server or 
Web server using other than message based languages, figure 41, col, 14, paragraph 122 - col., 
20, paragraph 160). 

19. As per claims 21, 70, 1 14, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

communication among entities in the second environment uses remote method invocation 
(RMI) (e.g., usage of RMI, col., 15, paragraph, 134). 

20. As per claims 23, 72, 116, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

the second environment is an enterprise computing environment, wherein the second 
entity is an enterprise service accessible through the enterprise computing environment (e.g., an 
Enterprise Information System application such as on a legacy ERP system, coL, 16, paragraph, 
137). 

21 . As per claims 24, 73, 1 17, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

wherein the data representation language is extensible Markup Language (XML) (e.g., 
usage of XML format or protocol, col., 3, paragraph 60). 
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22. Claims 136 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuatini in view 
of Cheng U.S. Publication 2001/0032273 (Hereinafter Cheng), Machin et al., U.S. Publication 
2002/0032806 (Hereinafter Machin) and Beck et al., 6,604,140 (Hereinafter Beck). 

23. As per claim 136, Tuatini discloses a method for bridging a first computing environment 
based upon a message passing model to a second computing environment (e.g., usage of 
heterogeneous distributed environment, figures 1 and 41, coL, 14, paragraph 122 - col., 15, 
paragraph 140) comprising: 

a first entity in the first computing environment accessing a proxy service through 
messages in a data representation language (e.g., usage of XML, figure 41, col., 14, paragraph 
124 - col., 15, paragraph 130), 

the proxy service providing to the first entity an interface to a second entity in the second 
computing environment (e.g., coL, 14, paragraphs 122 - 124), 

the first entity accessing the second entity in the second computing environment through 
the interface provided by the proxy service (e.g., col., 15, paragraphs 130 - 132). 

However, Tuatini does not specifically mention about providing information for the 
second entity including access information for accessing the second entity in the second 
environment fi-om the first environment and the information describing one or more computer 
programming language method calls to methods in the computer programming language 
provided by the second entity. 

Cheng discloses providing information for the second entity including access information 
for accessing the second entity ih the second environment firom the first environment (e.g., 
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figure 3, paragraph 23 and 24, col., 2, paragraph 9, col, 1) the information describing one or 
more computer programming language method calls (e.g., usage of API calls, paragraphs 10 - 
12, col, 2) to methods in the computer programming language provided by the second entity 
(e.g., usage of XML, Java, etc., paragraphs 10-12, col., 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini with the teachings of Cheng in order to facilitate 
providing information for the second entity including access information for accessing the 
second entity in the second environment from the first environment and the information 
describing one or more computer programming language method calls to methods in the 
computer programming language provided by the second entity because the information would 
enhance accessing information from the second environment. The second entity of the second 
environment would support providing information to the device of the first environment. The 
computer programming language method calls and methods would provide support for 
accessing the information. 

Tuatini and Cheng do not specifically mention about constructing a client method gate 
configured to provide an interface to the second entity by generating data representation 
language messages including information representing the method calls. 

Machin discloses the well-knovm concept of constructing a client method gate (e.g., 
usage of client proxy component, col., 12, paragraphs 136 - 138) configured to provide an 
interface to the second entity by generating data representation language messages including 
information representing the method calls (e.g., usage of API calls, col., 12, paragraphs 136 - 
138, abstract). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini and Cheng with the teachings of Machin in order 
to facilitate constructing a client method gate configured to provide an interface to the second 
entity by generating data representation language messages including information representing 
the method calls because the interface would support communication between second entity and 
the first entity. The method calls would help handle the messages information using the 
interface. 

Tuatini, Cheng and Machin do not specifically mention the information being 
advertisement. 

Beck discloses the well-knovm concept of using advertisement information (e.g., 
abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini, Cheng and Machin with the teachings of Beck in 
order to facilitate using advertisement information because the advertisement would support 
providing information from one device to second device. The second device would help utilize 
the advertisement information. 

24. Claims 6, 7, 56, 57, 104, 105, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tuatini, Mead and Cheng in view of Beck. 

25. As per claims 6, 56, 104, Tuatini and Mead disclose the claimed limitations as rejected 
above. However, Tuatini and Mead do not specifically mention about providing information for 
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the second entity including access information for accessing the second entity in the second 
envirorunent from the first environment. 

Cheng discloses providing information for the second entity including access information 
for accessing the second entity in the second environment from the first environment (e.g., 
figure 3, paragraph 23 and 24, col., 2, paragraph 9, col., 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini and Mead with the teachings of Cheng in order to 
facilitate providing information for the second entity including access information for accessing 
the second entity in the second environment from the first environment because the information 
would enhance accessing information from the second environment. The second entity of the 
second environment would support providing information to the device of the first environment, 

Tuatini, Mead and Cheng do not specifically mention the information being 
advertisement. 

Beck discloses the well-known concept of using advertisement information (e.g., 
abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini, Mead and Cheng with the teachings of Beck in 
order to facilitate using advertisement information because the advertisement would support 
providing information from one device to second device. The second device would help utilize 
the advertisement information. 
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26. As per claims 7, 57, 105, Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck disclose the claimed limitations 
as rejected above. Tuatini also discloses the following: 

publishing the advertisement for the second entity on a space in the first computing 
environment (e.g., col., 13 paragraphs, 114-116) 

the first entity accessing the advertisement for the second entity from one or more 
advertisements published on the space (e.g., col., 13 paragraphs, 1 14 - 116); and 

the first entity accessing the second entity in accordance with the access information in 
the advertisement for the second entity (e.g., col., 13 paragraphs, 114-116). 

27. Claims 8-18, 58-67, 106-1 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck in view of Machin. 

28. As per claims 8, 58 and 106, Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. 

Cheng also discloses the information describing one or more computer programming 
language method calls (e.g., usage of API calls, paragraphs 10 - 12, col, 2) to methods in the 
computer programming language provided by the second entity (e.g., usage of XML, Java, etc., 
paragraphs 10-12, col., 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck in order to facilitate the 
information describing one or more computer programming language method calls to methods 
in the computer programming language provided by the second entity because the information 
would enhance accessing information from the second environment. The second entity of the 
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second environment would support providing information to the device of the first environment. 
The computer programming language method calls and methods would provide support for 
accessing the information. 

Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck do not specifically mention about constructing a client 
method gate configured to provide an interface to the second entity by generating data 
representation language messages including information representing the method calls. 

Machin discloses the well-known concept of constructing a client method gate (e.g., 
usage of client proxy component, coL, 12, paragraphs 136- 138) configured to provide an 
interface to the second entity by generating data representation language messages including 
information representing the method calls (e.g., usage of API calls, col., 12, paragraphs 136 - 
138, abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck with the teachings of 
Machin in order to facilitate constructing a client method gate configured to provide an 
interface to the second entity by generating data representation language messages including 
information representing the method calls because the interface would support communication 
between second entity and the first entity. The method calls would help handle the messages 
information using the interface. 

29. As per claims 9-18, 59-67, 107-1 12, Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. Tuatini also discloses usage of the Java computer programming 
language (e.g., paragraph 40), sending to the first entity a schema defining one or more messages 
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(e.g., paragraph 163), usage of proxy services (e.g., paragraph 157), usage of generating of result 
data/information (e.g., paragraph 65). 

Machin also discloses the well-known concept of client method gate generating a data 
representation language messages including information representing the method call (e.g., col., 
12, paragraphs 136 - 138) sending the result information to the client method gate (e.g., col., 12, 
paragraphs 136- 138, abstract) and generating a results method gate from the results information 
(e.g., paragraphs 114-116). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini, Mead, Cheng and Beck with the teachings of 
Machin in order to facilitate client method gate generating a data representation language 
messages including information representing the method call, sending the result information to 
the client method gate and generating a results method gate from the results information because 
the client method gate would support communication between second entity and the first entity. 
The method calls would help handle the messages information using the interface provided by 
the client method gate. The results information would help utilize information to be presented at 
the device in the computing environment based on a message-passing model. 

30. Claims 22, 71, 1 15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tuatini view of applicant's admitted prior art (AAPA), page 2-6 of the specificaiton. 

31. As per claims 22, 71 , 115, Tuatini do not specifically mention about Jini environment. 
AAPA teaches usage of a Jini environment (e.g., Jini environment, pages 2-6 of the 

specification). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Tuatini and AAPA in order to facilitate usage of a Jini 
environment because the Jini environment would provide access to the Jini services. The Jini 
services would provide information to the client over the network. The client would utilize the 
provided information. 

Conclusion 

32. The prior art made of record (forms PTO-892 and applicant provided IDS cited arts) and 
not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-3973. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 10:00 am to 
8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John FoUansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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